64	MEN, MOVEMENTS, AND MYSELF
Burns was a magnificent candidate. His personal character was
beyond reproach; he was an abstainer and a non-smoker; I never
heard an improper word come from his mouth; he represented the
very best traditions of the class to which he belonged. Whatever
criticism may be made of his public work, the working classes owe
to him, and to leaders such as Arthur Henderson, Thomas Burt,
and others, a lasting debt of gratitude in that, at a time when it was
unusually important that they should do so, they set an example
in personal character, in private and public fidelity, which was
beyond praise. Our satisfaction with the election was not lessened
when the result was known. We polled 596 votes, an achieve-
ment which filled us with pride when we learned that at the same
election, Jack Williams, who had chosen to beard the plutocratic
lion in his lair, had polled 27 votes at Hampstead, and Fielding
32 at Kennington.
The funds for the election campaign of Burns were for the most
part provided by Mr. Hudson, the soap manufacturer, but the
expenses of the candidates for Hampstead and Kennington admit-
tedly came from the Tory Party, Mr. Hyndman later attempted
to defend this on the ground of non olet^ meaning that when the
money reached the Socialist treasury it did not smell different from
money derived from Liberal, or any other, sources. Whatever
may be the ethical status of this transaction, it was as deplorable an
illustration of feeble strategy as political leaders had ever provided.
For the vast majority of the British working classes believed that
money so obtained did smell, and that offensively. The day
before the election, the Tory Party, with characteristic incapacity,
believed that the Socialist propaganda had been sufficiently effective
to be worth buying in order to dish the Liberals; the day after the
election it knew, what we were already well aware of, that the
British head is almost invulnerable to new ideas, and that it had
put its money on a feeble horse. The SJD.F, on its part 'had
presented the Tory Party with 57 votes at a cost of about £8 apiece.
What was worse, they had shocked London Radicalism, to which
Tory money was an utter abomination. It is hard to say who cut
the more foolish figure, the Tories who had spent their money for
nothing, or the Socialists who had sacrificed their reputation for
less than nothing. . , , The disaster was so obvious that there
was an immediate falling off from the Federation, on the one hand
of the sane tacticians of the movement, and on the other of those
out-and-out insurrectionists who repudiated political action alto-

